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Introduction
Forests in Lithuania cover one third of the country's total area. Private forest property was banned during the Soviet rule (1940-1941 and 1944-1990) , however, the process of restitution has commenced after regaining Independence in 1990. Today, around a half of the forestland is managed by state forest enterprises, while the share of private forests was increasing over the two last decades and reached 39% (State Forest Service 2013) . Around one tenth of the forest area remains unmanaged, while the process of restitution is continuing. State and private forests somewhat differ in species composition and average stand characteristics (Table 1) , but the biggest distinction lies in the profile of their owners or managers. All state forests are managed by professional foresters with the key aim of sustainable timber production (Brukas & Weber 2009 ) following conventional practices regulated in forest management plans ).
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A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t Private forest owners (PFO) amount to 247 thousand (State Forest Service 2014) , exhibiting high diversity in terms of their goals (Mizaraitė 2001) . PFO are often considered as "profit-driven forest destroyers" by the media (Laučius 2011; Jaskelevičius 2011; Vingrienė 2014) and handled by state authorities with strict regulation and control (Stanislovaitis et al. 2011) . Management of private forests is thought to be inferior (Mizaras et al. 2006; Brukas et al. 2011; Ministry of Environment 2013) , while proper extension services are lacking (Stanislovaitis et al. 2011) .
<Table 1 here>
The cumbersome process of restitution led to fragmented forest ownership, a private forest estate averaging 3.3 ha. Even 72% of forest holdings are smaller than 3 ha and only 1.6% are larger than 20 ha (Ministry of Environment 2012) . 67% of forest holdings are owned by a single owner, the remaining one third belonging to two or more owners (Mizaras et al. 2006) . Roughly 40% of private forest owners are female (Ministry of Environment 2013) and estimated 65% PFO reside in urban areas. The distance from the place of residence to forest holding averages 29 km (Mizaras et al. 2006) . Almost half (48% in 2013) of private forest holdings were inherited or received as compensation for other real estate during the restitution. The remaining half has been purchased from other owners. A recent survey (Ministry of Environment 2013) has shown that many PFO see forest as a long-term investment and are willing to pass the holding over to the future generations. The most important management priority is supply of wood for own household needs, followed by timber harvesting for sale. The most active owners are those who manage more than 20 ha of forest. In most cases (80%), such owners have an approved forest management plan that is required if forest owner wishes to conduct a final felling (Brukas & Sallnäs 2012) .
After a long period of absence, the private forest ownership in Lithuania is at a stage of early development and so is the research regarding private forestry. A number of studies (Mizaraitė 2001; Pivoriūnas & Lazdinis 2004; Lazdinis et al. 2005; Mizaraitė & Mizaras 2005; Stanislovaitis et al. 2011; Ministry of Environment 2013) addressed the underlying problems of private forestry that could be summarised into following main points: (1) there is no strategy giving a clear direction for development of private forestry;
(2) heavy bureaucratic load in relation to forestry activities; (3) lack of knowledge and experience in forest A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 4 management by PFO; (iv) private forest estates are fragmented and policy incentives for consolidation are lacking; (v) cooperation of private forest owners is weak and not genuinely promoted. Only a few dozens of PFO are members of forest owner cooperatives. Several of the aforementioned studies (Mizaraitė 2001 (Mizaraitė -2010 Pivoriūnas & Lazdinis 2004; Mizaraitė & Mizaras 2005a -2005b ; Ministry of Environment 2013) built upon statistical owner surveys and provide a fairly good picture of the general characteristics of private forestry. However, there are no deeper, contextualized studies of PFO, e.g. looking at owners' perceptions in the context of their personal situation and specific forest characteristics.
According to Dhubhain et al. (2007) , private forest management is a voluntary action with few legal constraints; however east European post-socialist countries form an exception, imposing a strong regulation of private forestry. The demand for in-depth analyses of PFO goals, behaviour, needs and management activities is increasing in the context of rapid political and socio-economic changes. Our study aims to increase an understanding of private forestry in Lithuania trough a qualitative analysis of PFO goals and management activities and to discuss policy implications of the revealed owner profiles. Before proceeding to materials and methods, we will provide a short excursus on qualitative analysis. Such section is deemed to be relevant as application of qualitative methods is highly unusual in PFO research of the former socialist countries.
Excursus on Qualitative Analysis
Countries with a long tradition of private forestry (e.g. Finland, France, Germany Sweden, USA) have numerous studies analysing owners' personal identities and their influence on forest management activities.
A bulk of PFO studies, including elaborations of forest owner typologies by their management goals, is conducted with support of surveys using traditional statistical (quantitative) techniques, for recent examples see (Häggqvist et al. 2014; Lidestav & Lejon 2012) . Traditional survey approach is attractive for several reasons (Bliss & Martin 1989) A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 5 analytical tools are available, and the survey approach enjoys a high degree of acceptance by the scientific community. But quantitative approach also has serious limitations. Probably most importantly, quantitative methods do not allow for a rich, contextualized insights into the issues investigated. This is indeed a point of concern for such less tangible variables as owners' values, beliefs and motivations, in case the research aims to understand deep underlying reasons behind respondents' behaviour. Another limitation is the contingency of answers to the structure of questionnaire and formulation of questions. For example, Mizaraitė (2001) and Pivoriūnas (2004) used quantitative surveys to investigate forest management goals of Lithuanian PFO, leading to quite different findings. Mizaraitė (2001) found that, overall, supply of wood for own household needs is the most important forest benefit. In contrast, the survey by Pivoriūnas (2004) revealed primary importance of the aesthetic forest value. Such distinct results are most likely pre-defined by different structures of questionnaires, e.g. the question on wood supply for household needs was missing in the study by Pivoriūnas (2004) .
Qualitative methods of course have their limitations, such as overwhelming amount of data, subjectivity inherent to their interpretation and limited possibilities to generalise findings. On the other hand, limitations of quantitative approaches turn into strengths of qualitative research (Bliss & Martin 1989; Kardelis 1997; Elliot 2005) . Qualitative methods enable collecting "rich" material about the informant enabling a truly inductive research, when hypotheses do not need to be predetermined. They allow explaining phenomena that are difficult to measure and model quantitatively. Hugosson and Ingemarson (2004) and Bengston et al. (2011) contend that qualitative methods enable very specific and individual insights into respondents' reasoning that would be impossible using traditional surveys. Also fruitful combinations of quantitative and qualitative approaches are possible. For example, one could conduct a qualitative investigation looking closer at sample of owners who, according to their responses to a quantitative survey, mark timber as primary importance, but do not actively manage their forest for obtaining timber.
Despite a widespread use elsewhere, applications of qualitative methods is relatively scarce in studying PFO. Hugosson and Ingemarson (2004) consider (Kurtz & Lewis 1981; Blis & Martin 1989) A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 6 (Lönnstedt & Törnqvist 1990; Lönnstedt 1997) in Sweden to be amongst the most important qualitative studies during 1980s and 1990s. Since then the applications have been on rise, not least in Scandinavia (Hujala et al. 2007; Hujala & Tikkanen 2008; Hokajärvi et al. 2009; Hujala et al. 2009; Urquhart et al. 2010; Bengston et al. 2011; Lähdesmäki & Matilainen 2014) . These studies applied qualitative methods to depict PFO goals, motivations, problems, and practices of forest management. According to the authors, such information is not only helpful for creating PFO typologies and behavioural models, but could be also instrumental for improving policies regarding private forestry.
Materials and Methods

Case Study Areas
The research was carried out in two case study areas (CSAs): "Žemaitija" in the western part of Lithuania, covering 380 km 2 and "Suvalkija" in the southern part, covering 660 km 2 (Figure 1 ). These areas substantially differ in natural conditions, forest ownership structure, and spatial forest distribution. Forests cover 35% and 60% of respective CSA. Žemaitija CSA is characterised by dominance (60%) of private forests that are mainly scattered as small plots over the hilly agricultural landscapes on relatively poor soils.
CSA includes many protected areas with ensuing restrictions on forest management. CSA Suvalkija is, in contrast, dominated by state forests (over 80%) managed by Kazlų Rūda State Training Forest Enterprise.
Relatively flat terrain, compact spatial allocation, homogenous stands and small share of protected areas constitute good preconditions for timber production-oriented forestry.
<Figure 1 here>
Data Collection
The empirical material was gathered by qualitative in-depth interviews carried out in autumn 2012. An interview guide was used to structure the conversations aiming to reveal PFO attitudes, goals and practices Overall eighteen PFO were interviewed. The owners were selected striving to maximise the owner diversity mostly in terms of estate size, but also taking into account other PFO and estate characteristics, like owner's current occupation and the age of forest stands. The only strict precondition was that PFO had (some of) their forest on CSA. On the Žemaitija CSA we gave priority to PFO who had recently carried out afforestation of unused agricultural land, as afforestation and resulting land use changes was one of targeted topics of investigation. The first contacts in both CSAs were mediated by the local inspectors of the State Forest Service; subsequent informants were selected using snowball sampling (Goodman 1961 ).
The first author of this study conducted all the interviews, with the second author taking part in eight of them. All interviews were carried out in person, ranging from 1.5 to 6 hours in length. Researchers visited forests of six owners (the time of visit to forest is not included in aforementioned interview time), helping to conceive owners' narrations even better. Most interviews were digitally recorded having the informants' permission and typed notes were made during conversation. All interviews were conducted in Lithuanian.
Researcher team selectively transcribed materials that were relevant to the subject of this study. The quotes used in this article were translated to English.
Data Analysis
Interview data were qualitatively analysed, scrutinizing every individual informant. The analysis was structured around certain focal themes including: identified goals of forest possession, the way estate was acquired, the importance of various forest products and services, goals of forest management, actually applied management practices, and plans for the future. Then we discerned differences and generalities among the informants by noting patterns, making contrasts or comparisons and subsuming particulars into the general (Miles 1994) . The method of building a logical chain of evidence was applied as proposed by A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 8 Miles (1994) with inclusion of direct citations to emphasize informants' ideas in a particular context. We started with looking at owners' demographic features and characteristics of owned forest plots then continued with scrutinizing their goals. After having identified certain classes of PFO goals we were looking at how these classes relate to the specific forest management practices by each individual informant. Then the cumulative scrutiny of owner and property characteristics; the goal orientations and the actual practices constituted a rich qualitative picture of each informant, enabling to discern certain owner types. To facilitate readability, the size of the owned forest in hectares was used as an informant's code.
Subsequent to the identification of owner types, we estimated their distribution on the Žemaitija CSA, with help of a map-based expert evaluation in autumn 2013. We have thoroughly described key features of each owner type and asked local professional foresters to ascribe each forest plot to a particular PFO type on a forest estate map. Eight experts took part in the assessment: three inspectors of the State Forest Service and five officers from the Telšiai State Forest Enterprise (two district chief foresters, district deputy forester, forest ranger and forest officer from central administration). They provided information that covered 88% of the area of private CSA forests. A GIS database was created to calculate forest areas managed by certain type of PFO. The plots without any ascription by the expert informants were assigned to ad hoc PFO type.
Results
Interviewed Forest Owners
Out of 18 PFO, 11 were interviewed in CSA Žemaitija (Žem.) and seven in CSA Suvalkija (Suv.).
Informants represent high diversity in terms of forest holding size, demographic and forest estate characteristics ( Table 2 ). 83% of informants were male, their age averaged 54 years, ranging from 34 to 86.
More than half of interviewed PFO had a degree in higher education, four informants had forestry education.
Likewise four informants had professional experience of working in forestry. A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 9
The size of estates ranges from 1 to more than 3000 ha. By Lithuanian scale with average holding size amounting 3.3 ha, the sample included three large PFO having forest parcels all over Lithuania and intending to buy up more forestland for further expansion. The largest holding belongs to several real estate companies financed by private funds, but all their forests are managed by a private company whose head was interviewed. The number of forest parcels possessed by smaller PFO varies a lot. Some small-scale owners have a small forest plot in one place, others' forest are scattered over 2-7 locations (Table 3) . Only two PFO own forest on the place of residence. Eight PFO have the nearest forest lot relatively close, within 2-10 km from the place of residence. Some estates are 20, 60 or even 300 km away.
Informants possess their forest properties for 1-22 years, 13 years in average, and the ones having forest for longer time usually got it through the process of restitution. Eleven PFO acquired their possessions in this way. Two of the informants inherited their properties, while five bought it, three of them being the largest PFO among the informants. Owners having several plots usually procured them in several ways. In general, the first forest holdings were attained through restitution, later some PFO expanded their forest property by buying more forest or afforesting unused agricultural land.
The informants' forests are diverse in many aspects. The dominant share (circa 80%) have the formal status of commercial forests (so-called group IV), i.e. are primarily aimed for timber production with least management restrictions. Around 17% are protective forests (III group) implying prolonged rotation ages and additional cutting time constraints; and just a few of informants' estates belong to protected forests A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t
Goals versus Estate Characteristics
Size and other characteristics of the owned forest predetermine management options and thus inevitably influence owner's goals. For example, the owner of 1 ha recently regenerated forest has modest short-term forest management options, i.e. carrying out pre-commercial thinning or leaving forest untended. While owners of the biggest holdings have a whole range of options, from regeneration over thinnings to final fellings of various types and extents. When addressing owner's goals we did not specify a time frame. Thus the owner could express her/his wilful intention for any benefits from forest, influenced by but not necessarily being strictly bound to the present state of the forest. Therefore, the owner's goals reflect the feasible management space shaped by realistic forest management options, but also one's internal fabric of values, interests and long-term intentions. When qualitatively analysing the complexity of multiple intentions, three main types of goal orientation emerged, namely: (1) ideational rationale, (2) financial goals, and (3) material use for own purposes (Table 4) .
<Table 4 here>
Ideational Rationale
Ideational rationale reflects owner's ethical foundations for owning and managing forest. Owning forest often rests on immaterial feelings and values: forest is regarded as a "sentiment" (5 ha), "spiritual value"
(22 ha), "a rest for soul" (36 ha). Small and average size PFO are more sentimental, seeing forest as spiritual and environmental treasure that creates value not only to the owner, but also to the nation and future generations or for the nature's self.
Just the fact of owning forest is regarded important: "Forest is a creation that accumulates value itself […] forest is valuable […] A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 12 rather unimportant: "Economics? Not on such [small] area" (1 ha), "For sure not getting profits" (13 ha),
"Economics is not the priority […] too small area for active management" (22 ha).
Own Material Use
Regarding the own use, wood is the most important forest product. The use of wood is influenced by the size of the holding. The smallest PFO mostly use it for own needs, the largest PFO mostly sell and medium owners combine these two options. Getting timber and fuel wood for household needs is important to many informants: "Getting fuel wood" (1. "Forest as park, for recreation, walking" (1 ha), "Forest visiting, walking, wildlife watching" (5 ha).
Forest Management Practices
Being forestry graduates, four of the informants have all the needed theoretical background necessary to carry out a "conventional" forest management. The three biggest owners have substantial practical Unsurprisingly, the 3 large-scale owners hire contractors to carry out all the forest management activities.
These PFO are managing forest in a similar way as state forest enterprises, doing "full scale forest management" (3000 ha), while some smaller owners (55, 22', 1 ha), in sharp contrast, are managing extensively or not for the wood products. A few PFO (36, 13 or 3 ha) claim to have their own model of forest management. In general, the biggest difference is in the extent and frequency of forest management activities, as many small-scale PFO manage forest for keeping it in good shape rather than for exploiting.
The final felling is by far the most important treatment in terms of income to the owner, yet the interviews revealed significant differences in owners' propensity to carry out such felling as well as their preferences to the felling type (clear versus non-clear final felling 
Owner Types
Despite the revealed uniqueness of each forest owner, patterns of goal orientations (Table 4 ) and prevalent approaches to forest management allow discerning the following groupings or types among the interviewed PFO: Forest Businessmen, Household Foresters, Passive Forest Lovers, and Ad Hoc Owners (Table 5) .
<Table 5 here>
Forest Businessmen are the most easily discernible owner type, typically owning the largest forest estates.
Forest Businessmen regard forest as investment and often intend to enlarge their possessions. The main goal is profitability and efficiency; consequently they intensively manage forest and clear fell stands as soon as they reach the minimum allowable rotation age. Among our informants forestry businessmen were 3000 ha, 1000 ha, 250 ha and 40 ha owners. Household Foresters are mostly interested in getting wood for own needs. Forests are managed in medium intensity using selective tree cutting and rarely clear felling. Compared to businessmen, householders are more sentimental, valuing forest for its spiritual and emotional benefits. They often like working in the forest themselves. Forest management is multipurpose and more individualised, combining timber production, non-wood products, recreation and environmental protection. Notably, householders' A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t management regimes would often allow maintaining continuous forest cover. Most of the informants were household foresters: 1.5 ha, 3 ha, 9.5 ha, 13 ha, 17 ha, 36 ha and 40' ha.
13 ha owner could be taken as a representative example. He has his forest around the inherited household, and says: "I grew up in the surrounding pine forest" that is now treated with certain respect and A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t
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The smallest 1 ha owner in our sample is a typical nature lover. She refuses economic benefits and felling of A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 19 so forest crop needs to be harvested, […] it is time to sell, I will do it in the near future, I see my children don't need it".
Discussion
Our study is based on rich qualitative material from a small sample of PFO. Such approach does not allow statistical inference to a larger population, e.g. for providing estimates of shares of different owner types on a national scale. The strength of the study lays in a thorough scrutiny of informants' perceptions, yielding nuanced portrayals of PFO. Open-ended conversations enabled an in-depth reflection on the reasons and context for owning forest and taking certain management decisions. Explicit linking of owner's goals and management activities constitutes a special contribution to PFO literature, where such linking is largely missing (Dhubhain et al. 2007; Novais & Canadas 2010) .
It is up to the analyst to interpret the obtained qualitative data, i.e. analysis heavily rests on the interpretative capacity of the involved researcher(s). Quantitative surveys, in contrast, oblige the respondent to pick the statements according to his momentary discrimination of a structured questionnaire. A respondent is burdened to interpret the decontextualized categories preconceived by the surveyor, which leads to additional data noise. In our view, the problem of such double hermeneutic is often overlooked in connection with quantitative surveys, thus exaggerating their "objectivity" and predictive capacity.
Probably the most important finding of our study is huge diversity of private forest owners in every relevant facet, including, inter alia, their values, goals, skills and approaches to management. This strongly diverges from a widespread view that PFO in Lithuania are a crowd of unskilled novices eager to maximise shortterm profits and thus "devastate" forests as much as allowed by the legal framework or even beyond its limits (Vingrienė 2013) . Instead of such destructive intentions we find that most PFO are either (1) proud to own forest viewing it as a long-term asset cherished for its material or immaterial qualities; or (2) rather indifferent with a weak sense of ownership and lacking ambition for active forest management. Viewed in the context of previous studies, an important implication of our findings is that the current regulation of private forestry has a poor fit with the reality. In the regional North European comparison Lithuanian forestry is regulated by rather stiff legislation (Brukas et al. 2013 ) enforced by rigid control (Stanislovaitis et al. 2011) aiming to implement the "management for volume" paradigm (Brukas & Weber 2009 ). In reality, only Forest Businessmen largely follow the paradigm. They would very likely manage their forest even more intensively if given more decision freedom, e.g. by introducing cutting target diameters supplementing or replacing the current inflexible minimum rotation ages. Current regulatory framework has rather limited effect on the remaining, small-scale PFO. The diversity of private forest management is and will remain remarkable, in line with the highly diverse goal orientations and management approaches among the owners.
Our policy recommendation is that PFO should get more freedom in managing forests to meet their goals.
One might fear that liberalization would be harmful and that forests would be overexploited. But that is not A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 27 A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t 30 
